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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, in light of the following discussion and in 
view of the present amendment, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1, 9, 33, 39 and 42 are amended. Claims 1-47 are pending. 

The Applicants are appreciative of the indication in the Interview of December 1, 2008 
that amending the independent claims to recite u ...the list reflecting a state of the at least one 
printing client in relation to the wireless LAN printer" would appear to overcome the Torikai 
reference. 

I. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Office Action, at page 2, numbered paragraph 5, claims 1-3, 7-11, 15-19, 23-25, 
29-32, 36, 39 and 40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent 6,980,319 to Ohta in view of Japanese Publication No. 10-091375 to Torikai. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed because the combination of the teachings of Ohta and Torikai 
does not suggest: 

extracting information from a Media Access Control frame of the at 
least one printing client that is associated with a Basic Service Set, 
which includes the wireless LAN printer; [and] 

forming a list of the at least one printing client by using a Media 
Access Control address of the Media Access Control frame as an 
index, the list reflecting a state of the at least one printing client in 
relation to the wireless LAN printer, 

as recited in amended independent claim 1 . 

As conceded by the Examiner, Ohta does not suggest extracting information from Media 
Access Control frame of the at least one printing client that is associated with a Basic Service 
Set, which includes the wireless LAN printer and forming a list of the at least one printing client 
by using Media Access Control address of the Media Access Control frame as an index. The 
Examiner indicates that Torikai makes up for the deficiencies in Ohta. The Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

Torikai discusses that a network printer extracts a transmission-destination MAC address 
from a print request packet, acquires a priority corresponding to it from a priority table, and 
registers the MAC address of a corresponding host device in a queue table 1 1 according to the 
obtained priority. The printer then sends a request-to-send packet back to the MAC address at 
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the head of the queue table 11 as a return destination when a print data process part 1 3 
completes a process regarding one print request. 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite that the list that is formed reflects a state of the at 
least one printing client in relation to the wireless LAN printer. Specifically, the state of the 
printing client reflects whether the printing client is allowed to associate with the printer, based 
on whether the printing client is authenticated to receive services of the LAN printer. 

Torikai only discusses extracting a transmission-destination MAC address from a print 
request packet to determine a priority corresponding to it from a priority table, but Torikai does 
not determine what the state of the printing client is in relation to the printer such that a 
determination would be able to be made as to whether the printing client is allowed to associate 
with the printer. 

As discussed at paragraphs 0008-0009 of the present specification, if printing clients that 
have not been authenticated to receive services of the wireless LAN printer are able to associate 
with the wireless LAN printer, then authenticated printing clients are unable to associate with the 
wireless LAN printer because the wireless LAN printer is limited to approximately ten printing 
clients. As it is preferable that only authenticated printing clients be allowed to associate with the 
Basic Service Set, then it is preferable, in managing printing operations, to know the state of the 
printing client in relation to the printer, so that printing clients that are not authenticated to 
receive services of the wireless LAN printer are not associated with the wireless LAN printer and 
are not able to cause the wireless LAN printer to print data. 

Therefore, as the combination of the teachings of Ohta and Torikai does not suggest 
"extracting information from a Media Access Control frame of the at least one printing client that 
is associated with a Basic Service Set, which includes the wireless LAN printer, [and] forming a 
list of the at least one printing client by using a Media Access Control address of the Media 
Access Control frame as an index, the list reflecting a state of the at least one printing client in 
relation to the wireless LAN printer," as recited in amended independent claim 1, claim 1 
patentably distinguishes over the references relied upon. Accordingly, withdrawal of the §103(a) 
rejection is respectfully requested. 

Further, the combination of the teachings of Ohta and Torikai does not suggest "an 
extraction unit to extract information from a Media Access Control frame of the at least one 
printing client that is associated with a Basic Service Set, which includes the wireless LAN 
printer, [and] a list forming unit to form a list of the at least one printing client using a Media 
Access Control address of the Media Access Control frame as an index, the list reflecting a state 
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of the at least one printing client in relation to the wireless LAN printer/ as recited in amended 
independent claim 9. Therefore, claim 9 patentably distinguishes over the references relied 
upon. Accordingly, withdrawal of the §1 03(a) rejection is respectfully requested. 

Also, the combination of the teachings of Ohta and Torikai does not suggest "extracting 
information from a Media Access Control frame of the at least one printing client; [and] forming a 
list of the at least printing client using a Media Access Control address of the Media Access 
Control frame as an index, the list reflecting a state of the at least one printing client in relation to 
the wireless LAN printer," as recited in amended independent claim 39. Therefore, claim 39 
patentably distinguishes over the references relied upon. Accordingly, withdrawal of the §1 03(a) 
rejection is- respectfully requested. 

Claims 2, 3, 7, 8, 1 0, 1 1 , 1 5-1 9, 23-25, 29-32, 36 and 40 depend either directly or 
indirectly from independent claims 1 , 9 and 39 and include all the features of their respective 
independent claims, plus additional features that are not discussed or suggested by the 
references relied upon. For example, claim 3 recites that "the list of the at least one printing 
client is restructured in real time according to a beacon signal, and the list is updated when a 
state of the at least one printing client changes." At cited col. 5, lines 35-45, Ohta discusses that 
a printer server 13 sends a print notice signal indicative of a requested print job. The print notice 
signal, which includes information on a requester, a desired destination printer type, printing 
parameters, etc., is received at a portable digital device. However, Ohta does not discuss or 
suggest that a list of printing clients is restructured according to a beacon signal. Sending a 
signal indicative of a requested print job is not restructuring a list according to a beacon signal . 
Further, Ohta does not discuss or suggest updating a list when a state of the printing client 
changes. Ohta includes no discussion at col. 5, lines 35-45 of determining whether a state of a 
printing client changes, or of updating a list when such a state changes. Sending a signal 
indicative of a print job is not a signal indicating whether a state of a printing client changes. 

Therefore, claims 2, 3, 7, 8, 10, 1 1, 15-19, 23-25, 29-32, 36 and 40 patentably distinguish 
over the references relied upon for at least the reasons noted above. Accordingly, withdrawal of 
the §1 03(a) rejection is respectfully requested. 

In the Office Action, at page 15, numbered paragraph 6, claims 4-6, 12-14, 20-22, 26-28, 
35, 37-38 and 41 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Ohta in 
view of Torikai in further view of U. S. Patent 6,993,562 to Treptow. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 
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As discussed above, the combination of Ohta and Torikai does not suggest all the 
features of independent claims 1 , 9 and 39. Treptow fails to make up for the deficiencies in 
Ohta and Torikai. Therefore, claims 1 , 9 and 39 patentably distinguish over the references 
relied upon. Claims 4-6, 12-14, 20-22, 26-28, 35, 37-38 and 41 depend either directly or 
indirectly from independent claims 1 , 9 and 39 and include all the features of their respective 
independent claims, plus additional features that are not discussed or suggested by the 
references relied upon. For example, claim 4 recites that "the list of the at least one printing 
client denotes state of the at least one printing client in relation to the wireless Local Area 
Network printer and includes fields for at least one of synchronization, association, and 
authentication." Treptow discusses, at cited col. 8, lines 7-13, accessing email by providing 
appropriate login credentials. It is unclear as to how accessing email by providing login 
credentials corresponds with a list that denotes a state of a printing client in relation to a wireless 
LAN printer and which includes fields for at least one of synchronization, association and 
authentication. The accessing of email through this authentication is not denoting a state of a 
printing client in relation to a wireless LAN printer and Treptow does not suggest that the email is 
included in a list of printing clients and does not suggest that a list of printing clients includes a 
field for authentication . 

Therefore, claims 4-6, 12-14, 20-22, 26-28, 35, 37-38 and 41 patentably distinguish over 
the references relied upon for at least the reasons noted above. Accordingly, withdrawal of the 
§1 03(a) rejection is respectfully requested. 



In the Office Action, at page 28, numbered paragraph 7, claims 33-34 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Torikai in view of Treptow. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed because the combination of the teachings of Torikai and Treptow does not 
suggest: 

forming a list that includes at least one printing client using a 
Media Access Control address of the Media Access Control frame 
related to the at least one printing client as an index, the list 
reflecting a state of the at least one printing client in relation to the 
wireless LAN printer; and 

associating the at least one printing client authenticated to receive 
services of the wireless Local Area Network printer to the wireless 
Local Area Network printer using the list of the at least one printing 
client, 

as recited in amended independent claim 33. 



12 



Serial No. 10/681,178 
As discussed above, Torikai does not discuss or suggest that a list is formed that reflects 
a state of the at least one printing client in relation to the wireless LAN printer. 

As to Treptow, Treptow discusses only that email printing may occur from an email 
account to a printer, and that email is accessed by providing appropriate login credentials, such 
as a UserlD and a password. Merely determining whether the user is the correct user for the 
email account, so that the user may use the email account to implement printing on the printer, 
is not associating a printing client authenticated to receive services of a wireless LAN printer to 
the wireless LAN printer using a list of printing clients. When the user is authenticated as the 
user for the email account at issue, the printing client is not being authenticated to receive 
services of the printer. Treptow discusses tying an email account to a printer. Treptow does not 
suggest that the user being authenticated as the correct user for the account is authenticating a 
printing client such that the printing client is able to receive services of a wireless LAN printer. 
Further, Treptow does not suggest associating a printing client that is authenticated to receive 
services of a wireless LAN printer to the LAN printer. Determining whether a user is the correct 
user on an email account is not associating a printing client to the printer, and is not associating 
a printing client that is authenticated to receive services of the printer to the printer. 

Additionally, Treptow reguires that the email message be sent to a virtual printer email 
address hosted by an email server . There is no suggestion that a list of at least one printing 
client is used to associate a printing client that is authenticated to receive services of the 
wireless printer to the printer. 

Further, the cited motivation of establishing a connection between the wireless client and 
the LAN printer does not suggest why one of ordinary skill in the art would modify Torikai with 
Treptow, particularly to associate a printing client authenticated to receive services of the 
wireless Local Area Network printer to the wireless Local Area Network printer using a list of the 
at least one printing client, that includes at least one printing client using a Media Access Control 
address of the Media Access Control frame related to the at least one printing client as an index. 
The cited motivation does not suggest why a list would be created using a Media Access Control 
address of a Media Access Control frame, and why such a list would be utilized in associating at 
least one printing client authenticated to receive services of the wireless Local Area Network 
printer to the wireless Local Area Network printer using the list. 

Therefore, as the combination of the teachings of Torikai and Treptow does not suggest 
"forming a list that includes at least one printing client using a Media Access Control address of 
the Media Access Control frame related to the at least one printing client as an index, the list 
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reflecting a state of the at least one printing client in relation to the wireless LAN printer; and 
associating the at least one printing client authenticated to receive services of the wireless Local 
Area Network printer to the wireless Local Area Network printer using the list of the at least one 
printing client," as recited in amended independent claim 33, claim 33 patentably distinguishes 
over the references relied upon. Accordingly, withdrawal of the §1 03(a) rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 34 depends directly from independent claim 33 and includes all the features of 
claim 33, plus additional features that are not discussed or suggested by the references relied 
upon. Therefore, claim 34 patentably distinguish over the references relied upon for at least the 
reasons noted above. Accordingly, withdrawal of the §103(a) rejection is respectfully requested. 

In the Office Action, at page 31 , numbered paragraph 8, claims 42-47 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Ohta in view of Torikai in further view of 
European Publication No. 1 271 889. This rejection is respectfully traversed because the 
combination of the teachings of Ohta, Torikai and EP '889 does not suggest "extracting 
information from a Media Access Control frame of at least one printing client that is associated 
with a Basic Service Set, which includes a wireless Local Area Network printer; [and] providing 
the Media Access Control information of the at least one printing client to the wireless Local Area 
Network printer to initiate a connection timer, the Media Access Control information reflecting a 
state of the at least one printing client in relation to the wireless LAN printer," as recited in 
amended independent claim 42. Ohta and Torikai do not suggest that information that is 
extracted is information specifying the state of the at least one printing client in relation to the 
wireless LAN printer. EP '889 fails to make up for the deficiencies in Ohta and Torikai. 
Therefore, claim 42 patentably distinguishes over the references relied uponf 

Claims 43-47 depend either directly or indirectly from independent claim 42 and include 
all the features of their respective independent claims, plus additional features that are not 
discussed or suggested by the references relied upon. For example, claim 43 recites that "the 
Media Access Control information of the at least one printing client is used to request changes to 
the at least one printing client." 

The Examiner cites paragraph 0014 of Torikai in alleging that Torikai discusses 
requesting changes to the at least one printing client. The Examiner is requested to provide a 
translation of the cited portions of Torikai used in the Office Action. Based on the computer- 
generated translation of paragraph 0014 of Torikai, which the Applicant assumes was used by 
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the Examiner, Torikai does not appear to suggest that Media Access Control information of a 
printing client is used to request changes to the printing client. There is no indication that the 
Media Access Control address is information used to request changes to the printing client. 

Therefore, claims 43-47 patentably distinguish over the references relied upon for at 
least the reasons noted above. Accordingly, withdrawal of the §1 03(a) rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Conclusion 

In accordance with the foregoing, claims 1, 9, 33, 39 and 42 have been amended. 
Claims 1-47 are pending and under consideration. 

There being no further outstanding objections or rejections, it is submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. An early action to that effect is courteously solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 

If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 19-3935. 

Respectfully submitted, 

STAAS & HALSEY LLP 



Date: December 19, 2008 By: 

Kari P. Footland 
Registration No. 55,187 

1201 New York Avenue, N.W., 7th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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